We review the Goneplacidae and review the various alternative hypotheses concerning membership within the family. We offer a new cladistic based hypothesis of phylogenetic relationships within the group.
Introduction Results
The Goneplacidae sensu lato has been commonly recorded from the Paleogene to the Recent and has previously included at least thirty-five fossil genera (Karasawa & Kato, in press). However, distinction between goneplacid on the one hand and panopeid, pilumnid, and pseudorhombilid genera on the other is difficult based solely upon carapace characters (Schweitzer, 2000) .
A re-examination of fossil taxa previously assigned to the Goneplacidae has shown that sixty-two species, twenty genera, and five subfamilies may be recognized as fossils (Karasawa & Kato, 2002, in press).
Sixteen extinct genera previously assigned to the family were not referred to any goneplacid subfamilies and were , excluded from the Goneplacidae (Karasawa & Kato, in press). In the same paper, we do not mention the systematic placement ofBicarinocarcinus Glaessner 1 Mizunami Fossil Museum, Yamanouchi, Akeyo, Mizunami, Gifu 509-6132, Japan; 2 Natural History Museum and Institute, Chiba, Aoba-cho, Chiba Japan Traditionally, the family Goneplacidae MacLeay (Brachyura, Xanthoidea) has been recognized as a monophyletic group (Balss, 1957) . Since Guinot (1969a) first suggested that the Goneplacidae was a polyphyletic group, the subfamilial arrangement has been modified by subsequent workers (Guinot, 1969b (Guinot, , 1971 (Guinot, ,1978 Manning & Holthuis, 1981; Ng, 1987 and ancestor. Relative stability of clades was assessed using bootstrap (Felsenstein, 1985) and decay analyses (Bremer, 1994) 
